
Federal Co..unications Cosaission
Co.-on Carrier Bureau
1919 M street, N.W.
Washinqton, D.C. 20554

Dear Sir or Mada.:

1I~--

CHRISTOPHER S. BOND
MISSOURI

COMMlTT,,,:

.I"I'tlOI'tlIATIONS
BANKING. HOUSING AND

URBAN .FFAIRS
SMALL BUSINESS

BUDGET

OOC\\El r\l£ c6~~ OR\G\Mfl.l

EX PARTE OR LATE FtlED

tinitfd ~tattJ ~matt
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2503

Septeaber 15, 1994

RECEIVED
IQECJ1J'" 199~

Enclosed pl__ tind several copies ot letters sent to .e by
.y constituents outlininq concern. about the Billed party
Preterence proposed regulation, CC Docket92-77. Becau.e this is
a issue over which your departJlent has jurisdiction, I felt you
would be interested to know of this.

I would appreciate a response to the enclosed letters at
your earlie.t convenience. Plea.. feel free to'respond d1rec:tly
to ay constituent., as I have notified th_ of our contact and
they will be awaitillCJ your reply. AI80~ -pI.... forward a copy of
your re.pon•• to ay office.

Thank you in advance for your attention to this .attar.

Sincerely,

Christopher S. Bond

CSB/sq
Enclosure
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~~lls County Sheriffs Department
P.O. "qox 316
New Londo~, Missouri 03459

JuJy20.199~

The HoIlllX'llble Christopher S. Bond
Uniled StaleS Senate
Russell B14. Room 293
Washington. D. C. 20510

Re: CC Docket 192·77

Dear Senator:

[ am wriliq to voice my coaams Iboul me propaIId Billed Pany Prdnace repalllion. The c:orrecIioaa1
facility iDmaIe ... iJIduIuy wouJd be sevemyjIapudized b}' BPP, ""cri., hun.. their ramilia IDd
the crimi.aal jUICice sysr.em as a wbole. For this nason. w~ an askin; that in",at~ calls b~ ~mprfroIn
th~ P"Opoud BPP nrulation.

()"er the put ten ~-ears. admi.,ilUalon ofconecrioDal f8cilities have bien able to put iDro plIce a very
e1I'ective system for aBowiq iDlD8le pIIoae calls. The" riIht to choole our pboM senice pmider baa been
key to our succ:esI. This Jlnice bas al"'~'S been de!h'ered to us at Yay rt8IODIIbIc raIlS. WbaI's more.
inmaIe phone commisIions have been a sipiftcaat source of m:enue for our facility aad have helped us
improve it dramati<:any. Jie UM this rev~nlle to /lind variollS programs incilldl",: law enJOrc~mftnt

edllcation; inmate health. ~ducQt;on and recreation: jail personnel safety; drug pnwtntion and oth.r
cC?mmunity programs; fa"'i~v visitation etc.

H.,.. tIN II fttttl of"9' biggat COII'''''''S dfJIIlBllW PfII'Iy p,q.,.,,«:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone pro\·iders.

• Technolol)' for BPP would reponedl~' cost upwards of $1.Sbillion. an e.'(pense that would
ha"e to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer ha"e the
revenue to pI'O\ide the sopbisUcated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security fealures. Facilities would have to m'en to the old ways of
super'\ising each and e\'e~' inmate call.

• The averaplenllh ofSlay in jail would increase because inmares would nor lJal,-e the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obWning bond. 17,is costs ev.ryonft.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no lon,er have coouol over inmate calls. which
mcaas no call tzaeking or blocking. Inmates could concei"ably bar.1ss judges. \\itnesses. jW1'
members or C"en the ....ictims of their crimes.

• Witiloul call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currentJ~· handled
by inmate phone plO\·iders.

For the abo\'e reasons. and countless others. we beliC'"e that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR r~lATE CALLS FAR OCT\VEIGH THE BENEmS. [fBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate c:zJJs ~xernpt. Tlwnk you for your consideration of~' views.

Sio=eJ)~ );d~



July 20. 199.J

The Honorable Christopher S. Bond
United Swes Senate
Russell Bleil.. Room 293
Washington. D. C. 20510

Re: CC Doc:ket 1#92·77

De:1r Senator:

I am writing to voice ~. coacems about the propalld Billed Party Plcfezace rquIaIion. The c:omaioaa1
facility inmaIe pbone~. wouJd be 5e\'II'e1~' jtopmdized ~. SPP. dectiJlf inmares. their families aac1
the c:rimiDa1justice syswm as a whole. For this ,.,ason. we an asJ..ing that inmate cails bll e:re",ptft'om
the profJO#d BPP ,.,platiun.

Q\'er the put ten yean. adminisr..rators ofcomcDoal1 &ci1itils have bien able to put iDlo place a very
effective ~'Stem for al10wiq iDmate plloDe c:al1I. The rilbt to choaIe our phalli senice pI'O\idIlr bu bleD
key to our suc:cas. This IItVice bas a1w~'s beIIl deJhW'ld to us II very raJOIUIble raIlS. Wlw's more.
inmate phone commissions ban been a sipi4caDt soun:e of rr;enue for our facility aDd ba\'e bc1pId us
improve it dramatically. U'e UH this revenue to fund varlOIlS progrtlllfS including: law tlnJorcen,enl
education: ",,,,at. hllalth. ,ducation and recreation: Jail ~1'SOnn,1 saftty: drug plTVltntion and otJwr
community programs: Ja"'i~ .... visitalion ,IC.

HttIW fUW II fll'Jtl of",,' ,,__ COIfCtIIWS II1ItJIIl IJl1ltItI Pruty Ptw/tlNIIC6:

• It strips correctional facili~' adminjsuaton of the right to choose iDmate pbone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. aD e.,-pense that would
have to be passed a.long to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process Q11s. inmate phone pm'idees would no longer have the
l'e\'enue to pm'ide the sophistic:uld phone ~·stems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer securiI)' fe:uures. Facilities would have to m'en to the old \Va}'S of
supeI'\ising each and e\'ery inmate Q11.

• The l1\"etI,e lenllh of sray in jail would ina'e:Ise beQuse inIM'es would not ha\'e the phone
pri\'Ueges required to ma.ke armngemenlS for obtaining bond. Tltis COslsl/\"ryonf.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would DO lonpr ha\'e CODU'OJ over inmaIe c:J115. whic:h
menns no c:1l1 traekinl or blocking. Innuues could concei\-ably harass jw1les. \\imesses. j~'
members or e\'en the "ictims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fmud. problems currently haDdled
by inmate phone pl'O\·iders.

For the aba\'e re:1SOII5. :mel countless others. we beliC"e that THE COSTS OF BaLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR ~'MATE CALLS FAR OL'TWEIGH THE BENEFITS. lfSPP does become
regulation. we urge you to rnake inmate c:Ills ~xempr. Th:1nk you for your consideration of m~' ,·jews.

I!C~
C. Rone, Sheriff

Madrid County
New Madrid, MO 63869
(314) 748-2516



FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

IN REPLY REFER TO:

Novenber 17, 1994

Mr. Dale E. Barnett
Ralls County Sheriff's Department
P.O. Box 316
New London, Missouri 63459

Dear Mr. Barnett:

Thank you for your letter regarding the Commission's Billed Party Preference (BPP)
proceeding. On May 19, 1994, the Commission adopted a FUd'R Notice of Pnp>scd
Rylcmakinr in this proceeding. I have enclosed a copy of the FUI1ber Notice and press
release accompanying it for your information.

The EYrther Notice sets forth a detailed costlbenefit analysis of BPP. This analysis
indicates, based on the available data, that the benefits of BPP to consumers would exceed its
costs. The Further Notice seeks comment on this analysis and asks interested parties to
supplement the record concerning the costs and benefits of BPP. The Further Notice also
invites parties to recommend alternatives to BPP that could produce many of the same
benefits at a lower cost.

The Further Notice also explicitly seeks comment on whether correctional facility
telephones should be exempt if BPP is adopted. Specifically, the fw1;bcr Notice seeks
additional information on the effectiveness and costs of controlling fraud originating on
inmate lines with or without BPP. The FU1'tbcf Notice also seeks comment on a proposal to
exempt prison telephones from BPP if the operator service provider adheres to rate ceilings
for inmate calling services.

BPP would not preclude prison offICials from blocking or limiting inmate calls to
specific telephone numbers in order to prevent threatening and harassing calls. Moreover,
BPP would not affect the ability of prison officials to limit inmates to collect calling or to
program telephone equipment at the prison site to block certain numbers.



lIL---

Mr. Dale E. Barnett
Page 2

Thank you for your interest in this proceeding. I can assure you that the Commission
will carefully examine all of the comments submitted in response to the Furthg Notice,
including additional empirical data regarding the costs and benefits of implementing BPP and
the impact of BPP on telephone service from correctional facilities.

Enclosures
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Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

NovE!Ii>er 17, 1994

Mr. Jake C. Rone
Sheriff
New Madrid County Square
clo The Jailhouse
New Madrid County, Missouri 63869

Dear Mr. Rone:

Thank you for your letter regardiDg the Federal Communications Commission's Billed
Party Preference (BPP) proceeding. On May 19, 1994, the Commission adopted a fw1bGr
Notice of Pnmosed RMJcmekjna in this proceeding. I have enclosed a copy of the Furtber
Notice and press release accompanying it for your information.

The Further Notice sets forth a detailed costlbeDefit aoalysis of BPP. This analysis
indicates, based on the available data, that the benefits of BPP to consumers would exceed its
costs. The Further Notice seeks comment on this analysis and asks interested parties to
supplement the record concerning the costs and benefits of BPP. The Flll'tber Notice also
invites parties to recommend alternatives to BPP that could produce many of the same
benefits at a lower cost.

The Further Ngtjq also explicitly seeks comment on whether correctional facility
tel~nes should be exempt if BPP is adopted. SpecifICally, the Futtbcr NolA seeks
additiOnal information on the effectiveness and costs of controllina fraud originating on
inmate lines with or without BPP. The FlII'tiJer Notice also seeks comment on a proposal to
exempt prison telephones from BPP if the operator service provider adheres to rate ceilings
for inmate calling services.

BPP would not preclude prison officials from blocking or limiting inmate calls to
specific telephone numbers in order to prevent threatening and harassing calls. Moreover,
BPP would not affect the ability of prison officials to limit inmates ~ collect calling or to
program telephone equipment at the prison site to block certain numbers.

.:'",-',.
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Mr. Jake C. Rone
Page 2

Thank you for your interest in this p"=. I can assure you that the Commission
will carefully examine all of the comments su '. in response to the Furtht;r Notice,
including additional empirical data regarding the costs and benefits of implementing BPP and
the impact of BPP on telephone service from correctional facilities.

Kathleen M.H. Wallman
Chief
Common Carrier Bureau

Enclosures


